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DETAILED ACTION 

v Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 
7/23/2007 has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

2. Applicant's amendments filed 7/23/2007 have been received. The current 
pending claims are 1-7. Claims 1 and 5 are amended. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-7 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the pressure sensor 
must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be 
entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
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prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
5. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: "2a" in Fig. 2. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1 .121(d), or amendment to the specification to add the reference character(s) in the 
description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action 
to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing 
date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" 
or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the 
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examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Remarks 

6. The "steam" turbine is considered as the intended use of the extraneous matter 
removing system, as there are no limitations present in the claims, which define the 
steam turbine. Therefore, little patentable weight has been given to this limitation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moriya (Japanese Patent Publication No. 61-169627) in view of Hibara (Japanese 
Patent Publication No. 60-69214). 

9. Moriya teaches a turbine having a casing 1 defining a duct 2 and turbine moving 
blades (dynamic vane 6) rotating with a rotor 1 1 and a stator blade (dynamic vane 6) 
which is located upstream of the moving blade and is held on the casing side and 
housed within the duct 2. The duct is operatively positioned to introduce a fluid to the 
turbine blades and the moving blade (dynamic vane 6) is rotated by a fluid introduced 
into the duct 2. A pressure gage (differential pressure gauge 15) is operatively 
positioned to detect the pressure between the stator blade and moving blade. A first 
water injection nozzle 12 is disposed in the duct 2 and is connected to a water supply. 
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The water injection nozzle 12 is disposed at a position upstream to the stator blade 
(dynamic vane 6). There is a control unit (16) for regulating the water injection nozzle 
12 upon exceeding a predetermined pressure (water is injected until the pressure drops 
below the predetermined pressure) to remove dust. 

10. Moriya does not teach a valve; however, it has been held than an obvious choice 
in design is not patentable {In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya to create a 
valve opened by a control unit as this is a common fluid control mechanism. 

1 1 . Moriya, as modified above, does not teach the closing of a water injection valve 
above a predetermined maximum pressure : however, it has been held than an obvious 
choice in design is not patentable (In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya, as 
modified above, to create a steam turbine in which cleaning is not performed if the 
pressure is dangerously high since blade cleaning would increase the pressure. 

12. In regards to claims 2-3, Moriya, as modified by above, does not teach water 
injection nozzles located in the stator blades; however, Hibara teaches the use of water 
injection from a stator blade to clean stator blade scale. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya with Hibara to 
create a means to prevent the adhesion of scale. The combination of Moriya, as 
modified by Hibara, teaches the cleaning of the back surface of the moving blades (by 
the injection nozzles located in the stator blades) because the moving blades are 
located downstream of the stator blades, Fig. 1 of Moriya. 
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13. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moriya 
(Japanese Patent Publication No. 61-169627) and Hibara (Japanese Patent Publication 
No. 60-69214) in view of Rice (US Patent No. 4,384,452). 

14. Moriya teaches a turbine having a casing 1 defining a duct 2 and turbine moving 
blades (dynamic vane 6) rotating with a rotor 1 1 and a stator blade (dynamic vane 6) 
which is located upstream of the moving blade and is held on the casing side and 
housed within the duct 2. The duct is operatively positioned to introduce a fluid to the 
turbine blades and the moving blade (dynamic vane 6) is rotated by a fluid introduced 
into the duct 2. A pressure gage (differential pressure gauge 15) is operatively 
positioned to detect the pressure between the stator blade and moving blade. A first 
water injection nozzle 12 is disposed in the duct 2 and is connected to a water supply. 
The water injection nozzle 12 is disposed at a position upstream to the stator blade 
(dynamic vane 6). There is a control unit (16) for regulating the water injection nozzle 
12 upon exceeding a predetermined pressure (water is injected until the pressure drops 
below the predetermined pressure) to remove dust. 

15. Moriya does not teach a valve; however, it has been held than an obvious choice 
in design is not patentable (In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya to create a 
valve opened by a control unit as this is a common fluid control mechanism. 

16. Moriya, as modified above, does not teach the closing of a water injection valve 
above a predetermined maximum pressure : however, it has been held than an obvious 
choice in design is not patentable {In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya, as 
modified above, to create a steam turbine in which cleaning is not performed if the 
pressure is dangerously high since blade cleaning would increase the pressure. 

17. In regards to claim 2, Moriya, as modified by above, does not teach water 
injection nozzles located in the stator blades; however, Hibara teaches the use of water 
injection from a stator blade to clean stator blade scale. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya with Hibara to 
create a means to prevent the adhesion of scale. The combination of Moriya, as 
modified by Hibara, teaches the cleaning of the back surface of the moving blades (by 
the injection nozzles located in the stator blades) because the moving blades are 
located downstream of the stator blades, Fig. 1 of Moriya. 

18. In regards to claim 6, Moriya, as modified by Hibara, does not disclose stator 
blade surface reforming; however, Rice discloses coating the stator blade, which is a 
type of surface reforming described by Applicant (col. 9, II. 35-55; see entire document 
as well). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify Moriya, as modified by Hibara, with Rice for the benefit of having to 
do fewer repairs on the equipment. 

19. Claims 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moriya (Japanese Patent Publication No. 61-169627) in view of Rice (US Patent No. 
4,384,452). 

20. Moriya teaches a turbine having a casing 1 defining a duct 2 and turbine moving 
blades (dynamic vane 6) rotating with a rotor 1 1 and a stator blade (dynamic vane 6) 
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which is located upstream of the moving blade and is held on the casing side and 
housed within the duct 2. The duct is operatively positioned to introduce a fluid to the 
turbine blades and the moving blade (dynamic vane 6) is rotated by a fluid introduced 
into the duct 2. A pressure gage (differential pressure gauge 15) is operatively 
positioned to detect the pressure between the stator blade and moving blade. A first 
water injection nozzle 12 is disposed in the duct 2 and is connected to a water supply. 
The water injection nozzle 12 is disposed at a position upstream to the stator blade 
(dynamic vane 6). There is a control unit (16) for regulating the water injection nozzle 
12 upon exceeding a predetermined pressure (water is injected until the pressure drops 
below the predetermined pressure) to remove dust. 

21 . Moriya does not teach a valve; however, it has been held than an obvious choice 
in design is not patentable (In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya to create a 
valve opened by a control unit as this is a common fluid control mechanism. 

22. Moriya, as modified above, does not teach the closing of a water injection valve 
above a predetermined maximum pressure : however, it has been held than an obvious 
choice in design is not patentable (In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya, as 
modified above, to create a steam turbine in which cleaning is not performed if the 
pressure is dangerously high since cleaning would increase the pressure. 

23. In regards to claim 7, Moriya does not teach stator blade surface reforming; 
however, Rice discloses coating the stator blade, which is a type of surface reforming 
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described by Applicant (col. 9, II. 35-55; see entire document as well). At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Moriya, 
as modified above, with Rice for the benefit of having to do fewer repairs on the 
equipment. 

24. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moriya 
(Japanese Patent Publication No. 61-169627) in view of Rice (US Patent No. 
4,384,452). 

25. Moriya teaches a turbine having a casing 1 defining a duct 2 and turbine moving 
blades (dynamic vane 6) rotating with a rotor 1 1 and a stator blade (dynamic vane 6) 
which is located upstream of the moving blade and is held on the casing side and 
housed within the duct 2. The duct is operatively positioned to introduce a fluid to the 
turbine blades and the moving blade (dynamic vane 6) is rotated by a fluid introduced 
into the duct 2. A pressure gage (differential pressure gauge 15) is operatively 
positioned to detect the pressure between the stator blade and moving blade. A first 
water injection nozzle 12 is disposed in the duct 2 and is connected to a water supply. 
The water injection nozzle 12 is disposed at a position upstream to the stator blade 
(dynamic vane 6). There is a control unit (16) for regulating the water injection nozzle 
12 upon exceeding a predetermined pressure (water is injected until the pressure drops 
below the predetermined pressure) to remove dust. 

26. Moriya does not teach a valve; however, it has been held than an obvious choice 
in design is not patentable (In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been obvious to 



Application/Control Number: 10/633,182 Page 10 

Art Unit: 1746 

one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya to create a 
valve opened by a control unit as this is a common fluid control mechanism. 

27. Moriya, as modified above, does not teach the closing of a water injection valve 
above a predetermined maximum pressure : however, it has been held than an obvious 
choice in design is not patentable (In re Kuhle 188 USPQ 7). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Moriya, as 
modified above, to create a steam turbine in which cleaning is not performed if the 
pressure is dangerously high since cleaning would increase the pressure. 

28. Moriya, as modified above, does not teach the turbine moving blade surface 
reforming; however, Rice discloses coating the moving blade (Column 9, Lines 35-55). 
Coating is described by the Applicant as a type of surface reforming. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Moriya, 
as modified above, with Rice for the benefit of having to do fewer repairs on the 
equipment. 

Conclusion 

29. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. Kuesters et al. (US Patent No. 6659715) teaches a turbine 
having a cleaning liquid injection nozzle located in a guide blade. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason P. Riggleman whose telephone number is 571- 
272-5935. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30-5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 



the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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